Introduction
During the 1960's two educational innovations were introduced into North America on a wide-scale basis: (a) the trend in school construction became one of building open area schools and open area classroom additions to existing facilities (cf. Open-Space Schools Bulletin No. 1 1969 ' Ca~adian Educational Association, 1973 , and (b) Joseph Feathe;stone'; a~tlcles (1967, 1968a, 1968b) There were only a few cautions in the literature (Hapgood, 1971; ~nderson, 1970 ) about the fundamental importance of first acquirIng a full understanding of the principles upon which each innovation is based and abou~ making a commitment to provide adequate support and teacher preparation required for implementing them -before hopping on these latest educational bandwagons.
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Instead, the literature was saturated with imaginative open area designs and with a plethora of philosophical platitudes (given as reasons) for adapting these innovations rather than providing concrete guidel ines on how to implement Open Education properly and on how to teach and provide learning experiences that would utilize the spatial openness of open areas properly (cf. White, 1972 ).
There were also few research studies reported during the 1960's, and these were usually so poorly conceptualized and/or so poorly designed that their findings were inconclusive and thus useless in providing empirical guidelines for developing the open area and Open Education concepts properly. For example, open area studies often simply compared open areas to self-contained classrooms as though the type of facility was the important independent variable producing obtained pupil effects (rather than other independent variables such as the type of program or the style of teaching taking place within the facility).
Studies of Open Education were just as conceptually weak, for they assumed a program was "open" just because it was labelled as such (rather than obtaining a quantitative measurement of the degree of program openness or traditionalism against which to attribute obtained pupil effects).
Both open area and Open Education studies were usually poorly designed in obtaining results during or after the first year of operation (rather than over a period of longitudinal development), and the findings were often obtained from small samples (Le., single classrooms or single schools).
The poor conceptualization and/or poor design of open area and Open Education studies continued into the 1970's, when a virtual explosion of research was undertaken in order to gather data on the efficacy of these two educational innovations in the face of numerous intuitive observations that neither innovation was proving to be the educational panacea which so many people had naively expected would improve education. This is the reason for undertaking the study to be reported in this article. The authors believe that both the open area concept and the Open Education concept are at a crossroads: they can continue to struggle along as misunderstood, misapplied fads causing educators and the public much dissatisfaction, or the concepts and the variables affecting them can become better understood and supported so that the potential of these two innovations can be better realized to the satisfaction of educators and the public alike.
Thus, the purpose of this study was twofold: firstly, to identify the variables affecting Openness of Program, both in open area (OA) and in self-contained classroom (SCC) facilities, and, second, to make data-based recommendations for facilitating the implementation of more open programs and open practices in both types of facilities. To achieve these purposes, four hypotheses were tested:
That an Open Program (OP) can be differentiated from a Traditional
Program (TP) on the basis of variables affecting it, regardless of the type of facility in which it occurs.
Program (TP) in Open Area facilities on the basis of variables affecting it.
Program (TP) in Self-Contained Classroom facilities on the basis of variables affecting it. 4 . That an Open Program (OP) in Open Area facilities cannot be differentiated from an Open Program (OP) in Self-Contained Classroom facilities on the basis of variables affecting it.
Method

SUBJECTS
The final sample consisted of 35 open area (OA) teachers (23 operating an lOP] and 12 operating a [TP]), and 35 self-contained class-room (SCC) teachers (14 operating an lOP] and 21 operating a [TP])in British Columbia. This final four-group sample was obtained by (1) mailing the tenDimension survey described below to 550 educators in British Columbia, who had attended at least one of two conferences aimed at helping them learn how to implement more open educational programs and practices, (2) by eliminating from the 184 surveys returned all of those not completed by elementary school teachers, (3) by classifying the remaining respondents into either OA or SCC teacher groups, and (4) by further classifying these two groups into (OP) or (TP) groups on the basis of whether they scored in the top or bottom 27% (cf. Kelley, 1939 ) on a selfreport measurement of Openness of Program.
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INSTRUMENT A 192·item survey, consisting of ten-Dimensions, was put together by the authors from a collection of items having a high discriminant function in instruments used in previous studies:
I.
Teacher Background Characteristics (8 items) 11.
Adequacy of Facility (21 Walberg and Thomas, 1972; and Evans, 1971) .
Variables in the first nine Dimensions served as possible predictor variables for separating Open (OP) and Traditional Programs (TP) as measured on the last Dimension (Openness of Program), which served as the criterion or dependent variable in this study. Openness of Program was measured by respondent's total score on a 50-item instrument developed by Walberg and Thomas (1972) ; and by Evans, (1971) . It was selected for use in this study because it had been developed from a carefully examined conceptual base, had been validated as a teacher self-rating scale against the observations of trained observers (Evans, 1971) , an? had demonstrated its usefulness in discriminating between open and traditIOnal programs on the basis of the teacher's total score (cf . Evans 1971; Walberg and Thomas, 1971, 1972; Kohler, 1973) . Moreover, teachers can quickly rate 50 characteristics on this instrument, which are related to Openness of Program, using the 1-4 point rating scale, and these responses can be conveniently computer scored, with a high score indicating an Open Program (OP) and a low score a Traditional Program (TP).
The Walberg and Thomas (1972) scale was modified slightly for this study in that two items having compound statements (each of which might be rated differently) were changed to single-statement items and two other items having an ambiguous meaning were rewritten more clearly. The resulting 50-item scale still retained the original eight dimensions and the original number of items for each dimension, as described below: 245 . In the present study, the group means for (OP) are actually higher and the group means for (TP) are actually lower, as indicated in Table 1 , because only the highest or lowest scoring 27% were included in the present study, unlike in the Walberg and Thomas study. It should be pointed out that in the present study scores could range from 50-250 because a 5-point rating scale was used, in which "no resp~nse" received a "1 ". The Walberg and Thomas study used a 4-point rating scale to score the 50 items in their instrument so that scores could range from 50-200, with "no response" not being scored at all.
In spite of this minor difference, the results obtained for the (OP) and !TP) groups in both studies compare favourably. This indicates the validIty of th~ Walberg and Thomas instrument in identifying (OP) and (TP) tea?hers I~ the present study where they served as the criterion variable against which to test the four hypotheses discussed below.
T~e fin~ings pertaining to Hypothesis 1 reveal that certain variables in a 1.1 Dlme~slOns (except Teacher Background Characteristics) significantly d),fferentlate Open Programs (OP) and Traditional Programs (TP) when the type of facility (Open Area or Self-Contained Classroom) in which the program was being implemented was not identified as an independent variable (see Table 2 ).
. As regards the Adequacy of the Facility Dimensions, only three of 21 variables were rated as "adequate" or above by (OP) teachers -namely, Electrical Outlets, Acoustics, and Amount of F-Ioor Space -with only this last variable being rated as "adequate" by (TP) teachers. However, (OP) teachers were significantly differentiated from (TP) teachers only in having more adequate Electrical Outlets in their facility (F=4, 04, p<.046, dJ.=1, 67, R2=0.06).
Only two of the 13 variables related to the Adequacy of Support Dimension significantly differentiated the (OP) and (TP) groups of teachers: (1) (OP) teachers rated their colleagues teaching in self-contained classrooms as more adequately supportive of their open program than did (TP) teachers of their traditional program, and (2) (OP) teachers more frequently invited parents to participate in planning their program (F=9.93, p< .001, dJ.=2, 67, R 2 =0.09). It is noteworthy that (OP) teachers rated only two variables as "adequate" or above (namely, the support for their program provided by parents and by their principal) while (TP) teachers rated none of the support variables as "adequate." Moreover, both groups of teachers identified two areas of virtual non-support, namely, (1) the extent to which the secondary school builds on the work done with students by elementary school teachers, and (2) the availability of special consultants to help teachers develop their program.
Only one of 23 variables related to the Teaming Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (OP) teachers spent approximately 10 -12 hours team planning their program the year before actually implementing it, as compared with 1 -2 hours spent by (TP) teachers (F=5.62, p< .02, d.f.=1,68, R 2 0.08). This finding is due to the fact that most (OA) teachers team plan their (OP) before implementing it and so do some (SCC) teachers, with these combined totals being greater than the combined totals of (OA) and (SCC) teachers implementing a (TP).
With regard to the Teacher's Job Satisfaction Dimension, two of the nine variables significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (1) (OP) teachers were more satisfied Being a Member of a Teaching Team, and (2) they were more satisfied with the Respect They Get from Parents for the job they are doing (F=9.52, p<.OOO, dJ.=2, 67, R 2=0.22). Several insignificant findings are noteworthy nevertheless: Both (OP) and (TP) teachers were most satisfied with (a) Being a Teacher and with (b) the Autonomy They have to Develop the Kind of Program They Prefer; and they were least satisfied with their salary in relation to the amount of time they spent planning and preparing for teaching, with the (TP) teachers being slightly more dissatisfied.
Two out of four variables related to the Teacher Attitudes Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (1) (OP) teachers rated their overall Teaching Style, compared with other teachers they know, as slightly more than moderate or progressive, whereas (TP) teachers rated their overall Teaching Style as less than moderate or progressive, and (2) (OP) teachers rated their Approach to Discipline as more moderate or progressive than did (TP) teachers (F=10.93, p<.OOO, d.f.=2, 67, R 2 =0.25).
The assessment of Adequacy of Preservice Training revealed that two items pertaining to the specific content of preservice training significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (OP) teachers received more adequate preservice training in (1) Humanistic Discipline Techniques and in (2) Building Parent-Teacher Relationships (F=6.88, p<.002, dJ.=2, 67, R 2 =0.17).
Most noteworthy, however, is the fact that so few (OP) or (TP) teachers rated any of the 17 content-related aspects of their preservice training as "more than adequate" (see Table 3 ) and that over half of both groups combined reported receiving no preservice training for six content areas:
(11 Building Team Relationships, (2) Utilizing Voluntee~s and Community Resources, (3) Utilizing Teacher Aides, (4) Understanding How to Implement Open Education Practices, (5) Practice Teaching in an Open Program and (6) Utilizing Space Flexibility in the Open Classroom. The Dimension of Type and Adequacy of Inservice Training consisted of three parts: (1) 13 variables allowed teachers to report (Yes or No) on whether they had received inservice training in 13 content areas, (2) another 13 variables let teachers indicate (Yes or No) on whether they had received inservice training in 13 content areas, (2) another 13 variables let teachers indicate (Yes or No) if they wanted inservice training in these same 13 content areas, and (3) 11 variables dealt with the adequacy of 11 inservice activities. Only one of the Pupil Variables significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: the mUltiage grade range in the (OP) teachers' classrooms was rated by them as more desirable than was the typically single grade range in the (TP) classroom as rated by these teachers (F=8.43, p<.005,  d .f.=1,67, R 2 =0.25).
With regard to the Hypothesis 2, that an (OP) can be differentiated from a (TP) operating in an open area (OA) facility, non-significant (nondiscriminating differences) were found for variables related to three Dimensions: (1) Teacher Background Characteristics, (2) Adequacy of Facility, and (3) Adequacy of Preservice Training. The other six Dimensions contained variables that significantly discriminated (OP) and (TP) programs in an OA facility (see Table 5 ).
Four of the 13 variables related to the Adequacy of Support Dimension significantly differentiated the (OP) and (TP) groups in OA settings: (1) The (OP) group had more adequate resources for use in their program, (2) parents were hardly involved at all in helping (TP) teachers plan their program, but were involved in helping (OP) teachers plan their program, (3) (OP) teachers were more adequately satisfied with the support for their program provided by their teacher colleagues in self-contained classrooms, and (4) (OP) teachers were less satisfied with what the secondary school does to build on the work they have done with the students (F=15.00, p<.OOO, d.f.=4, 30, R2=0.67). This last aspect of support was the only one the (OP) teachers rated below the "adequate" level, whereas (TP) teachers rated this and four other aspects of support below the "adequate" level, whereas (TP) teachers rated this and four other aspects of support below the "adequate" level (Le., availability of special consultants, the involvement of parents in helping them to plan their program and to decide whether to place their children in it, and the adequacy of reassigning pupils unsuited to their program). Only one variable (Le., principal's support for program) was rated above the "adequate" level by both (OP) and (TP) teachers working in OA settings.
Four of the 22 variables related to the Teaming Dimension significantly differentiated the (OP) and (TP) groups in OA settings: (1) (TP) teachers had more often been a member of another team while (OP) teachers typically were members only of their present team, (2) (OP) teachers believe they operate a "well-coordinated" program in contrast to (TP) teachers who believe they operate a "moderately coordinated" program, (3) (OP) teachers spent between 15-25 hours team planning their program the year before implementing it in contrast to (TP) teachers who typically spent less than 1-2 hours, and (4) (OP) teachers more strongly agreed that the success of their open area program is more dependent upon the cooperat: ive efforts of the teaching team than it is upon large inputs of additional resources (F=8.18, p<.001, d.f.=4, 30, R 2 0.52).
Two aspects of the Teacher Job Satisfaction Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (1) (OP) teachers were more 62 satisfied with the respect they received from their colleagues for the job they are doing, and (2) they were more satisfied with being a teacher in an open area (F=8.44, p<.001, d.f.=2, 32, R 2 0.35) . In fact, (OP) teachers rated this latter variable as the most satisfying (2.7 out of 3.0) of nine aspects of Job Satisfaction. Other Job Satisfaction variables rated at or above the "satisfied" level ( Le. 2.0 The most conceptually significant finding, however, is that neither (OP) nor (TP) teachers rated any of the content-related aspects of their preservice training as "adequate". On six of these variables, over half of the respondents reported receiving "no preservice training" (Le., Building Team Relationships, Utilizing Volunteers and Community Resources, Utilizing Teacher Aides, Understanding How to Implement Open Education Practices, Practice Teaching in an Open Classroom, and Utilizing Space Flexibly).
Only one of 37 variables related to the Inservice Training Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (OP) teachers do more adequate Systematic Reading On Their Own ( F=8.34, p<.008, d.f.=1, 33, R2=0.20) . This was the only inservice training activity of 11 described which received a "satisfactory" rating. Special courses, workshops, conferences and visits to other classrooms, and even regular staff meetings were all rated as less than satisfactory.
Only one of 15 Pupil Variables significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers: (OP) teachers give their pupils more independent study time to explore topics of interest to them ( F=12.23, p<..002 d.f.=l, 33 R2=0.27) . '
Regarding Hypothesis 3, that an (OP) can be significantly differentiated from a (TP) in self-contained classroom facilities, none of the variables of four Dimensions (Teacher Background Characteristics, Adequacy of Facility, Teaming, Adequacy of Preservice Training) proved to be significant discriminators. Certain variables on the other six Dimensions were significant discriminators (see Table 6 ). On the Adequacy of Support Dimension, (TP) teachers in self-contain· ed classrooms did not rate any aspect of support at the "adequate" level or above, and (OP) teachers in self-contained classrooms rated only three of the 13 variables as "adequate", (i. Two variables on the Teacher's Job Satisfaction Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers operating in se~f-contained classrooms: (OP) teachers reported higher satisfaction with (1) the Respect Received from Parents for the Job You Are Doing and with (2) Opportunity to Assume Leadership in Your Program (F=5.66, p~.008, d.f.=2, 32, R2=0.26). The variable rated most satisfactory for both groups was Being a Teacher. The (OP) group rated six of the nine Job Satisfaction variables as "adequate" or above, whereas the (TP) group gave this rating to only three variables, thus indicating more overall job satisfaction on the part of the (OP) teachers.
The self-contained classroom teachers operating an (OP) can be significantly differentiated from their counterparts operating a (TP) on only one (of four) Teacher Attitude variables: (OP) teachers rate their overall Teaching Style as more progressive than (TP) teachers, who rate their teaching style as less than progressive (F=9.38, p<.004, dJ.=l, 33, R 2 0.22) On all four Teacher Attitude variables (Teaching Style, Approach to Disclipline, Social Views, View of Other Teachers in British Columbia) the (OP) teachers rated themselves as more progressive than did (TP) teachers.
Three variables related to the Inservice Training Dimension significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers in self-contained classrooms, and two variables approached significance in doing this: (1) (OP) teachers have had more inservice training in Flexible Grouping Techniques, (2) they want more inservice training in Building Team Relationships, and (3) they do more adequate Systematic Reading On Their Own than do (TP) teachers ( F=6.42, p<..002, dJ.=3, 31, R2=0.38 ). In addition, (OP) teachers have more frequently Participated in Encounter Groups or Sensitivity Training Sessions (p<.07) and want more inservice training in Small Group Instructional Techniques (p<..07). Overall trends reveal that (OP) teachers have had more inservice training on everyone of the 13 content variables (these are the same variables listed in Table 3) , and yet they typically want more inservice training in these same content areas than their (TP) counterparts in self-contained classrooms.
Two Pupil Variables significantly differentiated (OP) and (TP) teachers in self-contained classrooms: (1) there is a more desirable grade range in the (OP) situation, where mUlti-age grouping typically occurs, than in the (TP) situation, where a single grade level is common, and (2) (OP) teachers report their Opportunity for Interaction with Individual Pupils has incre,:,ed as a 2result of working in an (OP) situation (F=11.28, p<.000, d.f.-2, 32, R 0.41).
With regard to Hypothesis 4, that an (OP) in an OA facility cannot be significantly differentiated from an (OP) in a SCC facility, none of the variables in the following six Dimensions were significant discriminators: Teacher Background Characteristics, Job Satisfaction, Teacher Attitudes, Adequacy of Preservice Training, Types and Adequacy of Inservice Training, and Pupil Variables. The significantly discriminating variables in the other three Dimensions are indicated in Table 7 . One of the 21 variables related to the Adequacy of Facility Dimension significantly differentiated Open Programs in OA and SCC facilities, OAs had more adequate lighting ( F=9.46, p~.004, d.f.=1, 35, R 2 0.21) . Two other viables approached statistical significance: Acoustics in OAs were rated as more adequate (p<.07) and so were Chalkboards (p<.08). Perhaps the most conceptually significant finding is that none of the 21 variables related to Adequacy of Facility in a SCC facility and only 3 of these 21 variables in OA facilities were rated at an "adequate" level or above. The lowest rating for both types of facilities (OA) and SCC) was given to the availability of a back-up "Auxiliary Room" for special purposes.
Three variables related to the Adequacy of Support Dimension significantly differentiated Open Programs in OA and SCC facilities: the Open Program in an OA (1) had more adequate resources (supplies, books, equipment) for use in the program, (2) but it was less adequately described to parents so that they would understand and accept it, although (3) it more adequately got parents involved in making decisions about placing their children in it ( F=7.26, p<.OOl, dJ.=3, 33, R2=0.40) . The most adequate support for the Open Program in either type of facility came from the principal while the least adequate came from the failure of the secondary school to build on the work done with students at the elementary school level.
Three variables related to the Teaming Dimensions significantly differentiated Open Programs in OA and SCC facilities: (1) OA teachers spent more time than SCC teachers team planning their program the year before actually implementing it (about 15-25 hours vs. 1-2 hours). (2) OA teachers reported less sufficient time available for team planning, and (3) OA teachers reported spending more time teaching with a teammate than did SCC teachers (0 to % time vs. % to % time) (F=8.33, p<;.001, dJ.=3, 33, R2 =0.43 ). These results should be interpreted with caution, however, since most of the (OP) SCC teachers reported that they do not team teach, but rather teach on their own.
The discriminating variables all relate to Open Area teachers reporting a higher Job Satisfaction than Self-Contained Classroom teachers possibly because of the satisfaction the Open Area teachers received from being a member of a harmonious teaching team, because of more adequate resource support and principal support, and because of more parental involvement in planning the Open Area program and placing their children in it.
Further research should be undertaken to cross-validate the results of this study. A similar study should endeavour to use a larger number of respondents than was used in the present study. Cross-cultural studies would also provide a useful comparison for validation purposes.
Discussion
In this section, discussion will focus on each of the nine Dimensions, in turn, as each relates to the four main hypotheses and the results presented above.
The Dimension of Teacher Background Characteristics was a non-significant discriminator for all four hypotheses. However, certain variables on each of the other eight Dimensions significantly differentiated Open from Traditional Programs under three different conditions: (1) in both area and self-contained classroom facilities combined, (2) in open area facilities only, and (3) in self-contained classroom facilities only, as predicted in Hypotheses 1, 2 and 3, respectively. (Hypothesis 4 will be treated separately later.)
As regards the Adequacy of Facility Dimensions, the most conceptually significant results obtained reveal (1) that few of the 21 aspects of facility were rated as "adequate." (2) that facilities accommodating an Open Program were generally rated as more adquate than facilities accommodating a Traditional Program, and (3) that the least adequate aspects of the educational facility were the availability of enclosed "auxiliary rooms" and aUdio-visual equipment.
The yindings related to the Adequacy of Support Dimension indicate that Open Programs were found to be better accepted by parents, perhaps because the parents were involved in such things as planning the program and placing their children in it. Such active involvement may predispose these parents to assume a more positive attitude towards the Open Program.
For both Open and Traditional Programs in both Open Area and SelfContained Classroom facilities, a number of aspects of support were rated as "less than adequate," namely, the extent to which the secondary schools build upon what the elementary schools have done and the availability of special consultants to help teachers develop their program. The support provided by the school principal was consistently given the highest rating. These findings together indicate that Open Programs are receiving more adequate support at the immediate school level (from teaching colleagues and from the principal) than from the district level.
The most significant finding for the Teaming Dimension was that Open Program teachers spent at least 15-25 hours planning their program together the year before actually implementing it. If this necessary minimum condition is not met, a Traditional Program is likely to result.
Harmonious and cooperative teaming is especially important for implementing an Open Program in an Open Area facility if there is to be a low "turn-over" rate among the teachers and if they are to implement a "welld · d" I coor mate program. In fact, such successful teaming was rated as more 68 important to operating a successful Open Program than was large inputs of additional resources.
These findings regarding the importance of harmonious teamingsupport those obtained by Molnar (1972) , which indicated that when teachers are on a team characterized by equal or balanced participation among its members, each member is more likely to feel they have an influence on team decision making while retaining a high level of personal autonomy within the team structure to develop their own teaching style.
The findings pertaining to the Dimension of Job Satisfaction clearly indicate that Open Program teachers are more satisfied than Traditional Program teachers because of the satisfaction they receive (1) from being a member of a teaching team (2) from the greater respect they get from parents and from their teaching colleagues for the job they are doing, and (3) from their opportunities to assume leadership within their program.
This last finding supports that obtained by Meyer et al. (1971) in that Open Area Teachers operating an Open Program have high Job Satisfaction because their "professional leadership" ambitions can be satisfactorily met within the harmonious teaming structure.
Both Open and Traditional Program teachers rated their salary as the least satisfactory item because it was viewed as insufficient in terms of the amount of time teachers spent planning and preparing for teaching. This indicates that both kinds of teachers view their job as being more than a "9.00 a.m. to 3.00 p.m." job.
With regard to the Teacher Attitude Dimension, the Open Program teachers rated their overall teaching style as more liberal or progressive, and they have a more liberal or progressive approach to discipline. Paradoxically, Open Program teachers do not rate other teachers in general as being more traditional (or less progressive) than they are. The present findings do not provide an answer to this paradox.
The findings pertaining to the Adequacy of Preservice Training Dimension reveal that both Open and Traditional Program teachers in both Open Area and Self-Contained Classroom facilities receive "less than adequate" or "no preservice training'; in all seventeen content-related areas investigated (see Table 3 .) However, Open Program teachers received "more" adequate preservice training in Humanistic Discipline Techniques than did Traditional Program teachers, which indicates the importance of preservice training in this area if an Open Program is to be developed. (This emphasis is one of the fundamental characteristics of the Open Education and Humanistic Education movements, both of which emphasize humanistic teacher-student interactions.)
The results pertaining to the Types and Adequacy of Inservice Training reveal that Open Program teachers do more systematic reading on their own than Traditional Program teachers. This was rated as the most satisfactory type of inservice training out of eleven inservice training activities.
Both kinds of teachers reported receiving little inservice training in the thirteen content-related areas listed in Table 3 . Open Program teachers were more willing to participate in a Diploma or Masters level program focusing on how to teach in a more open way.
The findings pertaining to Pupil Variables indicate that Open Program teachers perceive themselves as having more opportunity to work with individual students and they allow their students more independent study time. Moreover, the grade range in the Open Program is more satisfactory than in a Traditional Program. These findings reflect the characteristics of an Open Program, as defined by Walberg and Thomas, (1972) , by Martin and Pavan (1976) , and by lukasevich (1976) , and thus were expected to differentiate Open and Traditional Programs.
With regard to Hypothesis 4, no significant differences were predicted because an Open Program was expected to be similar whether it was being implemented in an Open Area or in a Self-Contained Classroom facility. In fact, only seven variables in three Dimensions significantly differentiated Open Area and Self-Contained Classroom teachers operating an Open Program (see Table 7 ).
Conclusion
This study has identified certain variables in eight Dimensions which are instrumental in making an Open Program possible. The findings presented and discussed above strongly suggest specific recommendations which must be carried out if the Open Area and Open Education concepts are to succeed: 1. The overall "less than adequate" findings in regard to educational facilities suggest that architects should involve teachers in planning more functionally adequate facilities. Then, the adequacy of the facility should be evaluated so that inadequacies are not duplicated in the future.
Support for an Open
Program and for Open Areas seems generally adequate within the school and from the parents, but not at the district level. Therefore school system wide attention should be given to providing consultative support for these innovations and to providing for better continuity between the elementary and secondary school programs. Other inservice activities (visiting other schools, conferences, special courses and consultants, staff meetings) were rated so inadequate that their usefulness is suspect unless they are modified drastically so as to become more purposeful.
8. To bring about an Open Program, teachers should arrange to interact more with individual students and arrange for them to have more independent study time. In other words, the teachers' role must change from "sage on the stage" to "guide at the side." Also mUlti-age grouping is more desirable for enabling students to "teach" one another.
